Part L
Education

Education — Primary and Secondary

Bridge to Excellencein Public Schools Act

Based on a framework established by the Commission on Education Finance,
Equity, and Excellence (the Thornton Commission), Senate Bill 856 (passed)
restructures Maryland’ s public primary and secondary education financing system and
phases in enhanced State aid for education over a period of six fiscal years. Additional
fiscal 2003 State aid of $74.7 million isfinanced through a 34-cent increase in the State
tax on packsof cigarettes. Between fiscal 2004 and 2008, 27 existing State aid programs
are eliminated and the funding that was provided through the programs is replaced with
enhanced funding through programs that distribute State aid to local school systems
based on student enrollments and local wealth. By fiscal 2008, the State will provide an
additional $1.3 billionin education funding to local school systemsabovewhat the State
would have provided under the existing State aid structure.

Background

The Commission on Education Finance, Equity, and Excellence was established
by legidation enacted in 1999. The 21-member commission was charged with
examining the State’s education financing and accountability systems and making
recommendations to ensure equitable and adequate funding for public schools. The
commission’ sfinal report was submitted to the Governor and the General Assembly in
January 2002 and included recommendations founded on astandards-based approach to
school financing. In this approach, the role of the State is to: (1) set academic
performance standards for students; (2) ensure that schools have sufficient resourcesto
achieve the standards; and (3) hold schools and school systems accountable when they
fail to meet standards. Since the establishment of the Maryland School Performance
Assessment Program (M SPAP) intheearly 1990s, Maryland has had statewide academic
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performance standards and anationally-recognized accountability system. However, the
standards-based approach to school finance includes two significant departures from
Maryland’ sexisting school finance structure. First, the approach demandsthat alink be
established between the level of funding that school systems receive and the outcomes
that are expected of students. Second, the approach gives local school systems broad
flexibility to decide how to best utilize resources to meet the needs of their students.

EstablishingaLink Between I nputsand Outcomes. The Thornton Commission
attempted to establish arational link between the amount of funding that is needed to
ensure that schools and school systems can meet State performance standards and the
amount of State funding that isprovided to school systems. To accomplishthisgoal, the
commission used results from “ adequacy” studies conducted by a private consultant for
the commission. The studies estimated per pupil costs that would be needed to ensure
that students with no specia needs could meet State standards. In addition, the studies
estimated theadditional costsassociated with adequately serving studentsinthree specia
needs categories. specia education students, studentswith limited English proficiency,
and economically disadvantaged students (asmeasured by eligibility for freeand reduced
pricemeals). Inaccordancewith thecommission’ sfindings, Senate Bill 856 establishes
funding formulas that are directly linked to the estimated costs of achieving State
performance standards.

Increased Local Flexibility: Many of the approximately 50 existing State aid
programsproviderestricted fundingtolocal school systemsthat must beused for specific
programs or purposes. Under this model of funding, accountability is driven by
educational inputs such as the implementation of specific programs, the reduction of
class sizes, or increases to teachers’ salaries. In a pure standards-based approach,
accountability isdriven exclusively by theeducational outputs(i.e., student performance)
that a school system achieves. This approach assumes that local school boards and
superintendents are in the best position to make decisions about how to use education
funding. SenateBill 856 provideslocal school systemswith education funding through
flexible block grants and requiresthe Maryland State Department of Education (M SDE)
totrack moreclosely student performanceamong all student populations. When aschool
system is not meeting expectations, the State is granted additional authority to take
actions that will improve the system.

Tobacco Tax

To enablethe State to begin enhancing education funding in fiscal 2003, Senate
Bill 856 increases the tobacco tax on apack of cigarettes from 66 centsto $1 beginning
June 1, 2002. Theincreased tax rate is expected to yield approximately $101.4 million
infiscal 2003, and thefirst $80.5 million it generateswill be placed in aspecia fund that
will be used to provide funding for Senate Bill 856, Senate Bill 419/House Bill 371
(both passed), Senate Bill 737 (passed), and House Bill 949 (passed). (For afurther
discussion of Senate Bill 419/House Bill 371, Senate Bill 737,and House Bill 949,
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respectively, see “Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program,” “Adult Education,” and
“Restructuring of the Prince George' s County Board of Education,” respectively within
thispart of The 90 Day Report.) Revenuesgenerated after thefirst $80.5 million will be
placed in the State’'s general fund. After fiscal 2003, the increased tobacco tax rate is
expected to generate approximately $70 million annually, and all of the revenueswill be
placed in the general fund.

Enhanced State Aid for Education

Fiscal 2003 Bridge Funding: Senate Bill 856 provides for $80.5 million in
additional State aid for education in fiscal 2003, including $64.7 million in unrestricted
grantsthat will bedistributedto all 24 1ocal school systemsand an additional $10 million
board of education restructuring grant for Prince George's County. The board
restructuring grant for Prince George’ s County is contingent on the enactment of House
Bill 949 (passed) and the approval of a comprehensive master plan for the system. The
legislation includes the funds for enhancing infants and toddlers and adult education
programs. The funding will be added to the State aid that local systemswill receivein
fiscal 2003. Thedistribution of the fiscal 2003 bridge funding is shown in Exhibit L.1.

Three high wealth counties -- Montgomery, Talbot, and Worcester -- must make
alocal education effort equal to at least 80 percent of the State average to receive their
bridge funding. Based on each county’s fiscal 2002 local education appropriation
relative to local wealth, Talbot and Worcester could be impacted by this requirement.

The Phase-in of New Funding Formulas: From fiscal 2004 to 2008, Senate
Bill 856 phasesin enhanced funding for education based on astructure recommended by
the Thornton Commission. Twenty-seven existing State education aid programs are
eliminated or phased out, and the funding for the programs is replaced by enhanced
fundingfor four programs-- one based on total student enrollment and three based onthe
enrollments of three categories of students with special needs. The bill also establishes
anew State aid program, the Guaranteed Tax Base Program, and increases State aid for
student transportation. Under the funding formulas established in the bill, greater
proportions of State aid are targeted to school systems with low wealth and school
systems with high numbers of students with special needs. The State aid programs
established in the bill are discussed below.

Foundation Program: Senate Bill 856 changes the name of the program that
funds a base per pupil amount for all students in the State from the Basic Current
Expense Program to the Foundation Program. A higher per pupil amount to be shared
by the State and local governments is phased in from fiscal 2004 to 2008. During the
phase-in period, the full-time equivalent enrollment value for a kindergarten student is
increased from 0.5 to 1.0. The overall State share of the Foundation Program is 50
percent. By fiscal 2008, the minimum State share of the per pupil foundation amount
that alocal school system may receiveis 15 percent.




Bridgeto
Excellence
School System (SB 856)
Allegany $2,890,661
Anne Arundel 2,368,568
Baltimore City 18,684,668
Baltimore 3,087,705
Cavert 793,974
Caroline 929,352
Carroll 936,689
Cecil 900,472
Charles 1,278,854
Dorchester 408,720
Frederick 1,912,848
Garrett 312,282
Harford 1,811,353
Howard 1,849,594
Kent 120,310
Montgomery 7,586,129
Prince George's 12,527,220
Queen Anne's 105,717
St. Mary’'s 496,593
Somerset 556,384
Talbot 1,009,900
Washington 1,181,006
Wicomico 1,410,573
Worcester 1,497,263
Total $64,656,835

Board
Restructuring
Grant

(SB 856)

10,000,000 -

$10,000,000

Exhibit L.1

FY 2003 Bridge Funding

SB 856
Earmarked
Infants & Adult Disparity
Toddlers Education Grant
(SB 419/HB 371) (SB 737) Subtotal (SB 856)
$75,618 $25,387 $2,991,666 $497,884
479,666 89,383 2,937,617
747,150 152,492 19,584,310 4,326,695
638,238 172,578 3,898,521
45,709 22,930 862,613
24,265 4,330 957,947 140,125
116,813 35,782 1,089,284
53,045 14,410 967,927
69,410 61,921 1,410,185
38,373 7,319 454,412
207,667 35,170 2,155,685
15,236 6,028 333,546 10,626
291,750 35,584 2,138,687
264,663 57,182 2,171,439
4,515 3,871 128,696
835,183 134,114 8,555,426
536,661 143,579 23,207,460 5,325,793
23,701 8,956 138,374
71,668 10,388 578,649
7,336 8,414 572,134 164,435
15,236 4,031 1,029,167
104,398 36,038 1,321,442 876,584
82,954 19,662 1,513,189 562,430
17,494 10,471 1,525,228
$4,766,749 $1,100,020 $80,523,604 $11,904,572

! Includes the continuation of the FY 2002 $1 million Allegany County Resource Deficiency Grant.

2$10 million for Prince George's County is contingent on the passage of HB 949 and the approval of amaster plan for the school system.

% The grant amounts for Talbot and Worcester counties are dependent on increases to local education effort that would bring the countiesto at least
80% of the statewide average. If this level of local education funding is not achieved, the funding levels would be $417,165 and $523,004

respectively.

Total

$3,489,550
2,937,617
23,911,005
3,898,521

862,613
1,098,072
1,089,284

967,927

1,410,185
454,412
2,155,685
344,172

2,138,687
2,171,439

128,696
8,555,426

28,533,253
138,374
578,649
736,569

1,029,167
2,198,026
2,075,619
1,525,228

$92,428,176
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In fiscal 2004, the State share of the Foundation Program will be increased for
Baltimore City and Anne Arundel, Howard, and Montgomery counties to account for
higher educational costs in these school systems identified from a study conducted for
the National Center for Education Statistics. By September 30, 2002, MSDE must
contract with aprivate entity to devel op ageographic cost of education index specific to
Maryland. Beginning in fiscal 2005, the State share of the Foundation Program will be
adjusted to reflect cost differences identified in the devel opment of the index.

Formulasfor Studentswith Special Needs: Based onthework of the Thornton
Commission, Senate Bill 856 enhances the amount and proportion of State aid that is
based on special education, limited English proficient, and economically disadvantaged
student enrollments. The amount of State aid distributed through the formulasislinked
to the per pupil amounts identified in the adequacy studies as the appropriate levels of
funding needed to ensure that students with special needs can meet State performance
standards. Anoveral State share of 50 percent for each programisphasedin from fiscal
2004 to 2008. Local school systems receive a share of the funding for the programs
based on local enrollments of special needs students and local wealth. Less wealthy
jurisdictionsreceive agreater share of the per pupil funding, although, by fiscal 2008, no
school system may receive less than a 40 percent State share of the per pupil amounts
identified in the formulas.

The calculation of State aid through the three special needs formulas use
enrollments from the prior fiscal year. However, in fiscal 2004, enrollments from the
second prior fiscal year will be used for school systems with declining enrollments.

Guaranteed Tax Base Program: To provide an incentive for low wesalth
jurisdictions to increase their local board of education appropriations, Senate Bill 856
establishes the Guaranteed Tax Base Program, which will be phased in between fiscal
2005 and 2008. The program distributes State funding to local jurisdictions that:
(1) have less than 80 percent of the statewide wealth per pupil; and (2) provide local
education funding above the local share required under the Foundation Program. The
amount provided to each local school system is equal to the additional funding that
would have been provided by the local government if the same education tax effort was
made and the jurisdiction had the wealth base that is “guaranteed.” Regardless of local
education tax effort, local school systemsmay not receive more per pupil than 20 percent
of the base per pupil amount established in the Foundation Program.

Enhanced Student Transportation Aid: Senate Bill 856 enhances State aid
for base student transportation grants aswell as grants for the transportation of disabled
students. The base transportation grant is enhanced for 15 counties that experienced
aggregate enrollment increases between 1980 and 1995, atime when the transportation
formuladid not include annual adjustments for enrollment increases. For eligiblelocal
school systems, the enhancements equal the increase in full-time equivalent enrollment
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from September 30, 1980 to September 30, 1995, timesthefiscal 2002 statewide average
per pupil base transportation grant.

The amount each school system receives per student who requires special
transportation servicesisincreased from $500 to $1,000 by fiscal 2008. In addition, the
existing offset for the number of disabled students transported in the 1980-1981 school
year is eliminated.

Teachers' Retirement Costs: Teachers retirement remains a State-paid
categorical program under Senate Bill 856. In addition, the bill requires the State
Retirement Agency to pay theretirement costsfor all membersof the Teachers Pension
System and the Teachers’ Retirement System whose salaries are paid with funding from
any Stateaid program. Currently local school systemsreimbursethe Statefor retirement
costs associated with teachers funded through categorical programs.

State Aid Programs That Are Eliminated: To further the shift towards a
standards-based approach to education funding, Senate Bill 856 phasesout or eliminates
27 State aid programs. The bill eliminates the following mandated State aid programs
by fiscal 2008: the Governor’s Teacher Salary Challenge Program; the Baltimore City-
State Partnership; the Extended Elementary Education Program; Excellencein Education
Incentive Grant Program; teacher mentoring; school library media incentives; the
Maryland Learning Success Program (class size initiative); magnet schools; targeted
improvement grants; targeted poverty | grants; additional poverty grants; the Effective
Schools Program; integrated student support services; provisional teacher development
and certification initiatives; teacher development grants; and the Academic Intervention
and Support Program.

In addition, the bill states that it is the intent of the General Assembly that the
following discretionary programs receive no funding in the State budget in future years:
environmental education; the Maryland Student Service Alliance; the pre-kindergarten
through third grade initiative; Allegany County resource deficiencies, high school
assessment fees; foster care assessment; rural schools performance; rural school nurses;
Potomac High School; pilot summer program; and Baltimore City teacher certification.

Affirmation of theState’' sAbility toProvideEnhanced StateAid: Total fiscal
2004 to 2008 State aid for education provided under each funding program is shown in
Exhibit L.2. The exhibit showsthat by fiscal 2008 the State will provide an estimated
$1.3 billion in additional aid for education under Senate Bill 856. The hill requiresthe
Genera Assembly to affirm by joint resolution during the 2004 legidlative session that
the fiscal 2005 aid amount is within the State’ sfiscal resources. If the resolution is not
adopted by the fiftieth day of the session, fiscal 2005 State aid for each jurisdiction will
increase by 5 percent from fiscal 2004 to 2005 and by 5to 6 percent annually from fiscal
2006 to 2008.
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Exhibit L.2
Estimated State Aid
Fiscal 2004 to 2008

($in Millions)

Program FY 2004 FEY 2005 FEY 2006 FEY 2007 FEY 2008
Foundation $2,005.4 $2,144.7 $2,3458 $2,522.9 $2,750.8
Compensatory Ed 357.5 490.2 600.2 741.2 891.9
Specia Ed 114.3 155.2 188.6 230.9 277.1
Limited English Profic. 38.3 55.7 73.1 97.1 126.3
Guaranteed Tax Base 0.0 21.9 43.7 67.5 88.6
Transportation 166.5 175.3 184.0 193.1 201.8
Teachers Retirement 373.0 393.5 414.4 446.0 482.8
City Partnership 28.2 21.1 141 0.0 0.0
Salary Challenge 36.5 18.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
EEEP 19.3 19.3 193 19.3 0.0
Other Programs 199.4 2109 223.5 237.3 252.5

Subtotal $3,338.4 $3,706.1 $4,106.8 $4,555.3 $5,071.9

Aid w/Existing Structure $3,190.6 $3,341.8 $3,467.6 $3,607.3 $3,766.2
I ncrease from SB 856 $147.8 $364.3  $639.2  $948.0 $1,305.7

L ocal Fundingfor Education: SenateBill 856 requireseight local jurisdiction
(Batimore City and Allegany, Caroline, Garrett, Prince George' s, Somerset, Washington,
and Wicomico counties) to earmark a portion of the disparity grants they receive from
the Statein fiscal 2003 to enhancelocal funding for education. The earmarked portions
of the disparity grants must be used to provide local education appropriations above the
maintenance of effort requirement. The amounts that each jurisdiction must earmark,
which total $11.9 million, are shown in Exhibit L.1.

Estimated State Aid Increasesby L ocal School System: The estimated fiscal
2004 to 2008 State aid increases provided by Senate Bill 856 are shown in Exhibit L.3.
The estimated percentage increase in State aid from fiscal 2002 to 2008 for each county
isshown in Exhibit L .4.




School System

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore

Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett

Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Unallocated
Total

Exhibit L.3
Estimated Increasesin State Aid over Current Law under Senate Bill 856
FY 2004 to 2008
Total Dollarsin Millions

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
$2.8 $7.4 $12.8 $18.9 $25.1
4.4 15.1 285 44.2 60.4
28.1 68.9 1255 187.6 258.6
7.4 26.7 51.3 82.0 120.1
28 6.4 10.4 14.0 18.3
24 48 7.8 10.9 13.6
3.1 5.9 12.0 17.3 239
23 5.6 10.7 15.8 21.9
43 8.6 15.2 22.0 30.4
11 2.4 3.9 5.6 6.7
6.3 11.1 20.6 29.8 426
0.6 16 2.9 43 5.4
5.8 11.0 20.4 29.1 383
6.3 10.8 19.2 28.5 39.2
0.1 05 1.2 2.0 2.2
19.1 40.6 67.8 105.4 152.4
36.9 108.5 179.6 258.7 350.4
0.4 1.0 23 37 5.0
16 33 6.9 10.0 12.8
11 2.9 5.1 76 10.2
3.8 5.1 6.2 7.0 7.2
34 6.9 12.4 17.7 231
36 8.6 15.7 24.9 37.7
47 6.2 6.8 75 7.4
(4.6) (5.7) (6.3) (6.6) (7.3)
$1478  $3643  $639.2  $9480 $1,305.7

Per Pupil Dollars

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FEY 2007 FEY 2008
$287 $766 $1,340 $2,005 $2,711
60 204 387 600 822
309 775 1,443 2,179 3,069
71 257 497 797 1,174
171 380 624 839 1,095
453 911 1,476 2,052 2,588
112 209 424 613 846
147 358 680 1,000 1,376
181 362 634 898 1,231
236 528 872 1,267 1,543
165 289 529 751 1,063
125 334 628 914 1,159
148 279 519 740 974
135 230 402 588 806
54 200 469 793 902
141 297 493 761 1,101
278 815 1,350 1,945 2,654
56 140 316 507 687
105 224 465 673 860
389 1,027 1,807 2,716 3,668
889 1,197 1,501 1,672 1,714
175 350 632 904 1,187
265 636 1,167 1,820 2,725
710 934 1,003 1,106 1,097
®) () () ®) ©)
$176 $433 $760 $1,125 $1,555

This chart does not include proposed enhancements to Infants & Toddlers and Adult Education grants that would be implemented through other legislation.
These estimates assume that the cost index devel oped for implementation in FY 2005 would identify greater cost differentials than the GCEI.
Prepared by: The Department of Legislative Services and the Maryland State Department of Education
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Exhibit L .4
State Education Aid Including SB 856 Enhancements
FY 2002 to 2008
Total ($in Millions) Per Pupil

Percent Per cent
School System FY 2002 FY 2008 Increase Increase FY 2002 FY 2008 Increase Increase
Allegany $47.7 $82.4 $346 72.5% $4,698 $8,884 $4,185 89.1%
Anne Arundel 200.8 309.9 109.1 54.3% 2,733 4216 1,483 54.3%
Baltimore City 5834 958.6 375.2 64.3% 6,073 11,381 5308 87.4%
Batimore 306.6 527.2 2206 72.0% 2,960 5,153 2193 74.1%
Calvert 494 86.7 373 754% 3,121 5,181 2061 66.0%
Caroline 245 451 206 84.4% 4572 8,559 3987 87.2%
Carroll 89.2 140.8 516 57.9% 3,264 4,995 1,731 53.0%
Cecil 577 97.4 39.7 68.8% 3,743 6,128 2386 63.7%
Charles 80.9 141.1 60.2 74.4% 3,562 5,722 2,161 60.7%
Dorchester 19.8 30.6 10.7 54.0% 4,258 7,033 2775 65.2%
Frederick 114.1 200.9 86.8 76.1% 3,155 5,008 1,853 58.7%
Garrett 20.2 30.2 10.0 49.5% 4,203 6,493 2,289 545%
Harford 127.9 201.9 740 57.9% 3,315 5,136 1,821 54.9%
Howard 117.0 194.9 779 66.6% 2,637 4,000 1,363 51.7%
Kent 9.1 13.2 41 44.9% 3,400 5,351 1,951 57.4%
Montgomery 274.2 537.1 263.0 95.9% 2,084 3,879 1,795 86.2%
Prince George's 509.7 1,056.0 546.3 107.2% 3,921 7,998 4,077 104.0%
Queen Anne's 21.1 321 11.0 51.9% 3,056 4,393 1,337 43.7%
St. Mary's 52.3 79.6 273 52.3% 3,591 5,362 1,771 49.3%
Somerset 14.0 279 13.9 99.8% 4807 10,067 5,261 109.4%
Talbot 7.1 13.6 6.5 90.5% 1,646 3,255 1,610 97.8%
Washington 69.6 111.3 417 59.9% 3,583 5,710 2,127 59.4%
Wicomico 545 109.6 551 101.2% 4,017 7,932 3914 97.4%
Worcester 11.0 214 104 94.3% 1,656 3,167 1511 91.3%
Unallocated 21.0 225 15 7.1% 25 27 2 6.1%
Total $2,882.7 $5,071.9 $2,189.2 75.9% $3,469 $6,043 $2,574 T74.2%
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Public School Facilities: The Thornton Commission did not evaluate the
adequacy of the State’' s public school facilities because thisfell outside the scope of the
commission’scharge. However, initsfina report, the commission noted that adequate
public school facilities are a necessary component of agood public school system. The
commission recommended that a new task force be established to study issues relating
to public school facilities. Senate Bill 856 includes language that establishes a Task
Force to Study Public School Facilities. It also includes language that extends special
rules governing school construction projects in Prince George's County and Baltimore
City through fiscal 2004. These aspects of Senate Bill 856 are discussed under “Public
School Facilities” within this part of The 90 Day Report.

Accountability

The standards-based model of school finance requires strong accountability
policies. Local school systems must have clear guidance on the performance standards
that students are expected to accomplish and must understand the consequences of not
meeting standards. Senate Bill 856 does not alter the State’ s accountability system but
does require each local school system to develop a comprehensive master plan that
describesthe strategiesthat will be used to improve performancein every segment of the
student population. Each plan must include goals that are aligned with State standards,
implementation strategies, methods for measuring progress toward meeting goals, and
time linesfor theimplementation of strategies. If any segment of the student population
inaschool system failsto demonstrate progress toward meeting performance standards,
the State Superintendent of Schools must review the system’ s plan and may require the
system to make changestoitsplan. The State Board of Education may withhold funding
from aschool system that failsto demonstrate progress toward State standards and fails
to develop an adequate plan. With the exception of the Prince George’' s County Public
School System, all local school systems must submit the master plans by October 1,
2003. ThePrince George’ s County school system must submit its plan by September 30,
2002, and the State Superintendent of Schoolsmay not release Prince George' sCounty’ s
fiscal 2003 $10 million board of education restructuring grant until the plan has been
approved.

Senate Bill 856 also requireseach|ocal board of education to provideareport on
its annual audit to the Joint Audit Committee of the General Assembly; the Senate
Budget and Taxation Committee; the Senate Education, Health, and Environmental
Affairs Committee; the House A ppropriations Committee; and the House Committee on
Ways and Means.

To ensure that the enhanced State aid is having the intended impact on student
performance and total funding for education, the bill also requires the State to fund an
evaluation of theimpact of the enhanced State aid by December 2008. In addition, anew
adequacy study must be completed by June 2012 to gauge the State’ s progress toward
achieving adequate funding for public schools.
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Kindergarten and Pre-Kindergarten

In recognition of the importance of early childhood educational experiences,
Senate Bill 856 requires every school system to provide full-day kindergarten for all
students by the 2007-2008 school year. Also by the 2007-2008 school year, each school
system must make publicly funded pre-kindergarten programs available to all
economically disadvantaged four-year-old children. Each school system must identify
the strategies that will be used to accomplish these requirements in its comprehensive
master plan.

Help for Struggling School Systems
Baltimor e City-State Partnership

In 1997, following aconsent decree approved by the Baltimore City Circuit Court
regarding the Baltimore City Public School System (BCPSS), the General Assembly
passed | egidlation establishing the Baltimore City-State Partnership. At thetime, BCPSS
was struggling with the poor academic performance of its students, and there were
guestions about the system’s administration and accountability. The partnership
legislation restructured the Baltimore City school board, increased State oversight of
BCPSS, and provided atotal of $230 millionin additional State operating aid from fiscal
1998t02002. Legidation passedinthe 2001 |egidlative session extended thefiscal 2002
sunset on partnership funding through fiscal 2003.

The 1997 legid ation that created the partnership required afinal comprehensive
evaluation of the school system by December 1, 2001. This evaluation was conducted
by Westat and was presented to the General Assembly on January 17, 2002. Westat
concluded that the partnership has worked well to improve student achievement and
system management and recommended that the partnership continue. Inaddition, Westat
recommended that BCPSS make a greater effort to engage teachersin the school reform
movement. BCPSS asked that the General Assembly continue to provide support to the
school system as the system continues its reform efforts.

Senate Bill 687/House Bill 853 (both passed) update the partnership to ensure
its continuation and to reflect the recommendations of the Westat evaluation. Thebills
remove “New” from the name of the New Baltimore City Board of School
Commissionersand require the Chief Executive Officer of BCPSSto submit anew five-
year master plan to the board by June 1, 2002. The city board must submit the plan to
the State Board of Education and the State Superintendent by July 30, 2002, and must
begin implementing the plan by August 30, 2002. The master plan must incorporate the
recommendationsof the 1992 Towers Perrin/Cresap M anagement Study Report, the 1994
and 1995 MGT of America, Inc. reports, and the December 2001 final evaluation of the
City-State Partnership by Westat, as well as other specific information. The bills also
state that the master plan satisfies any other requirements in law or regulation for a
master plan by the school system.
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The bills also require the State to continue to provide additional funding for the
partnership if Senate Bill 856 is not enacted. In addition, the maximum aggregate
principal amount of bondsthat the Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners may
issue is increased from $25 million to $75 million. (The same increase in bonding
authority was established in Senate Bill 295/House Bill 577 (both passed).

Senate Bill 687/House Bill 853 also require Baltimore City to transfer the real
property assets associated with operations of BCPSSto the city board by June 30, 20009.
BCPSS must submit awritten plan for the property transfer to M SDE by June 30, 2002.
State funds for the construction of new schoolsin Baltimore City may only be approved
on sites owned by the Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners. Under the bill,
Baltimore City also must continue to work with BCPSS to eliminate environmental
hazards within public school buildings. Further, a memorandum of understanding
between the city and BCPSS must be developed to ensure that the city continues to
support hazard elimination after the transfer of property has occurred.

Additional meeting requirements are also established in the bills. Senate
Bill 687/House Bill 853 declare theintent of the General Assembly that the CEO, Chief
Academic Officer, Chief Operating Officer, and Specia Education Officer for BCPSS
as well as the State Superintendent of Schools and Assistant State Superintendent for
Specia Education meet at least quarterly with the Special Master for Vaughn G, et al.
v. Mayor and City Council, et al. After six meetings, the meeting schedule may be
atered by the CEO and the State Superintendent. Justification for altering the schedule
must be provided to the General Assembly. Executive level representatives from
BCPSS, MSDE, and the Interagency Committee on Public School Construction must
also develop a mechanism to communicate quarterly on issues relating to facility
planningin BCPSS. The State Superintendent may modify the communication schedule
after six meetings, provided that justification is given to the General Assembly.

Finally, the bills continue the existing appointment process for members of the
Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners. The State Board of Education must
continue to submit a list of qualified candidates to the Governor and the Mayor of
Baltimore City, who jointly appoint individuals from the list to the city board.

Restructuring of the Prince George' s County Board of Education

Organizational Structure: After yearsof controversy surrounding management
of the Prince George’' s County school system, the General Assembly passed legidlation
that restructures the Prince George’'s County Board of Education and modifies the
organizational structure of the school system. House Bill 949 (passed) replaces the
current nine-member elected school board with an appointed school board, jointly
appointed by the Governor and the County Executive from alist submitted by the State
Board of Education, that will serve until December 3, 2006. On December 4, 2006, the
school board will become a nine-member elected school board. Five members will be
elected fromindividual school-board districtsby theregistered votersof theentire county
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and four members will be at-large members elected by the voters of the entire county.
The restructuring under House Bill 949 follows several years of conflict between the
Prince George' s County Board of Education and the county’ s Superintendent of Schools,
which culminated in the school board’'s February 2002 decision to dismiss the
Superintendent of Schools. After the school board’s decision was overturned by the
State Board of Education, the school board filed an appeal that was still pending at the
close of the 2002 session.

The organizational structure of the new appointed board created by House
Bill 949 is very similar to the Baltimore City Board of School Commissioners. It
includes a Chief Executive Officer (CEO), aChief Financial Officer, aChief Academic
Officer, and a Chief Accountability Officer. The bill provides that the provisions of
current law that give the State Superintendent authority to approve the employment of
aCEO or to remove a CEO do not apply to the CEO of the New Prince George’ s County
Board of Education. In order to alow for a smooth transition when the bill becomes
effective on June 1, 2002, House Bill 949 allows the new school board to employ an
interim administrator until the earlier of the hiring of an interim CEO or the appointment
of a permanent CEO. The bill terminates the Management Oversight Panel that was
established by the General Assembly in 1998 for the purpose of monitoring the
implementation of recommendationsthat resulted from aperformance audit of the Prince
George's County school system.

Additional Education Aid for Prince George's Schools. House Bill 949
includes several provisions that provide financial assistance to the Prince George's
County school system. Thebill requiresthe Prince George’' s County Council to impose
atelephone tax of at least 5 percent on telecommunications servicesin Prince George's
County and requires the county council to use the proceeds of the tax for operating
expenditures of the county’ sschool system. The bill requiresthat the tax beimposed on
any telecommunications servicethat: (1) originatesand terminatesin the county; or (2)
originates or terminatesin the county and has a service address outside the county. Itis
estimated that a5 percent tax will raise about $20 million in new revenues. For amore
detailed discussion of thetelecommunicationstax and itsimpact on county revenues, see
“Miscellaneous Taxes’ under Part B of this 90 Day Report. The bill extends specia
rules governing the State and local cost shares for Prince George's County school
construction projects through fiscal 2007. These specia rules are discussed under the
subheading “Public School Facilities’” below. Under Senate Bill 856 (discussed under
the subheading “Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act” within this part of The 90
Day Report) a$10,000,000 Stategrant isprovided for the Prince George’ s County school
system in fiscal 2003, contingent on the enactment of House Bill 949. However, if
Senate Bill 856 isnot signed by the Governor, House Bill 949 requiresthe Governor to
include an additiona $20,000,000 million in the State budgets for fiscal 2004 through
2007 to fund school reform efforts in Prince George' s County.

Public School Facilities



L-14

The 90 Day Report

Task Forceto Study Public School Facilities

TheGeneral Assembly passed two billsduring the 2002 sessionthat createaTask
Force to Study Public School Facilities. With afew exceptions, the task forces created
by Senate Bill 856 and House Bill 937 (passed) are identical. Under both bills, the
mission of thetask forceisto review, evaluate, and make findings and recommendations
by December 2002 regarding the following issues. (1) whether public school facilities
are adequate to support programs funded through an adequate operating budget as
proposed by the Commission on Education Finance, Equity, and Excellence in its
January 2002 Final Report; (2) the equity of the State’s public school construction
program, particularly the equity of the State and local cost sharesfor school construction
projects; (3) whether the Aging Schools Program should be continued as a permanent
program; and (4) any other matter that the task force determines to be relevant to an
evaluation of the adequacy and equity of the State’ s public school construction program.

Inaddition, House Bill 937 requiresthetask forceto review, evaluate, and make
findings and recommendations regarding the issue of whether the State should provide
a greater share of digible costs for schools with 50 percent or more of its students
eligible for free and reduced price meals, small schools constructed or renovated in a
priority funding area, and schools located in qualified distressed counties. House
Bill 937 a so altersthe composition of thetask force by replacing the Executive Director
of the Interagency Committee on School Construction (IAC) with the Secretary of
Planning, who isamember of the IAC. If both Senate Bill 856 and House Bill 937 are
signed by the Governor, the provisions of House Bill 937 will govern the work of the
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities.

Aging Schools Program

Sincefiscal 1999 the State hasdistributed atotal of $10,370,000 to county boards
of education each year under the Aging Schools Program to support the renovation and
maintenance of aging schools, with each county board of education receiving a specific
grant amount that isidentified in statute. These grant amounts are based primarily on
April 1995 data regarding the amount of square footage in each county of schools
facilitiesthat were constructed before 1960 that have not been renovated since that date.

Thisprogram isscheduled to terminate at the end of fiscal 2003. Senate Bill 856
extendsthelife of the Aging Schools Program for one year, until the end of fiscal 2004.
House Bill 937 deletes the termination date for the program and modifiesthe allocation
method for State funds distributed under the program to require that these funds be
distributed to counties based on current data regarding the total square footage in each
county of school facilities that were constructed before 1960 that have not been
renovated since that date. Under the hill, each county will receive a share of the
$10,370,000total program funding that isproportional to each county’ sshareof thelocal
sguare footage of facilities constructed before 1960 that have not been renovated since
that date. Exhibit L .5 showsthe current allocation and the all ocation proposed in House
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Bill 937. If both Senate Bill 856 and House Bill 937 are signed by the Governor, the
provisions of House Bill 937 will govern the administration of the Aging Schools
Program.

State and L ocal Cost Sharesfor Public School Construction Projects

The amount of State funds allocated each year for public school construction
projects in a particular county is generally decided by the Interagency Committee on
School Construction and the Board of Public Works. The extent to which the State
shares in the cost of school construction projects in a particular county is generaly
determined by rules and regulations promulgated by the Board of Public Works.
However, legidation enacted in 1998 and 2001 established specific rules that apply to
school construction projectsin Prince George' s County and Baltimore City until theend
of fiscal 2003. For Prince George's County, and contingent on future economic
conditions the State is required to provide at least $35 million for public school
construction projects. Thesefunds must be used for projectsin which the State paysfor
75 percent of the eligible construction costs. For funding above $35 million, the State
share of eligible construction costs is 60 percent. For Batimore City, the State is
required to use the first $20 million in State funding for public school construction
projectsto pay for 90 percent of the eligible costs of the projects. For funding above $20
million, the State share of eligible construction costsis 75 percent. (TheBoard of Public
Works adopted a rule in 1997 to provide 90 percent of eligible costs for projects in
Baltimore City up to $10 million, and 75 percent of eligible costs above $10 million for
fiscal 199810 2002. Thiswasconsistent withthe provisionsor the consent decree onthe
Baltimore City-State Partnership.)

Two bills that were passed by the General Assembly during the 2002 session
modify the special rules governing school construction projects in Prince George's
County and Baltimore City. Senate Bill 856 extends the applicability of these rules
throughfiscal 2004. HouseBill 949 extendsthe special rulesgoverning Prince George' s
County through fiscal 2007. House Bill 949 also provides that for fiscal 2004 through
2007, the State share of dligible costsfor funding above $35 million is 65 percent rather
than 60 percent. If both SenateBill 856 and House Bill 949 are signed by the Governor,
the provisions of House Bill 949 will govern the school construction program in Prince
George' s County.
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Aging Schools Program Allocation Based on HB 937

County

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore

Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett

Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St Mary’s
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Total

Exhibit L.5

Current Proposed

Allocation Allocation
$355,000 $206,705
570,000 659,580
1,635,000 3,316,106
2,940,000 2,665,788
65,000 60,862
85,000 88,074
385,000 278,004
355,000 177,887
65,000 0
65,000 0
85,000 105,815
85,000 62,871
400,000 384,740
65,000 24,932
65,000 53,645
1,170,000 256,313
970,000 1,300,659
85,000 32,578
85,000 152,226
65,000 0
155,000 107,824
200,000 276,694
355,000 149,054
65,000 9,643
$10,370,000 $10,370,000

Difference

($148,295)
89,580
1,681,106
(274,212)

(4,138)
3,074
(106,996)
(177,113)

(65,000)
(65,000)

20,815
(22,129)

(15,260)
(40,068)
(11,355)
(913,687)

330,659
(52,422)

67,226
(65,000)

(47,176)
76,694
(205,946)
(55,357)

$0
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Increased Collective Bargaining Rightsfor School Personnel

Senate Bill 233 (passed) authorizes local boards of education and local school
employee organizations representing certificated and noncertificated school personnel
to negotiate over mutually agreeable matters other than salaries, wages, hours, and
working conditions. Local boards, however, may not negotiate the school calendar, class
sizes, or matters precluded by statutory law. If either party declines to negotiate a
permissive item, it cannot be subject to an impasse. The bill also extends collective
bargaining rights to noncertificated school employees who work for school systems on
the Eastern Shore. The discipline and discharge of noncertificated employees for just
cause is also added to the subjects that may be bargained.

Maryland Infantsand Toddlers Program

TheMaryland Infantsand Toddlers Program providesearly intervention services
for children (ages zero through two) with developmental delaysand disabilities. Senate
Bill 419/House Bill 371 (both passed) establishes a State funding formula for the
Maryland Infantsand Toddlers Program to provide grantsto local agencies. Anincrease
of $4.8 millioninfiscal 2003 funding for the program isfinanced with theincreaseinthe
tobacco tax rate for cigarettes described under “Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools
Act” inthispart of The 90 Day Report. Beginninginfiscal 2004, funding for theformula
isas provided in the State budget. The proposed State formulais based on the number
of children receiving servicesthrough the Maryland Infantsand Toddlers Program in the
second prior fiscal year multiplied by acertain percent of theannual per child cost for the
program. Theformulais phased in over four years, increasing 5 percent each year until
is reaches 20 percent of the per child cost in fiscal 2007. In fiscal 2004, the annua per
child cost isset at $4,044. Beginning infiscal 2005, the annual per child cost isadjusted
by the implicit price deflator for State and local government expenditures from the
second prior fiscal year. MSDE isrequired to conduct a study of the effectiveness of the
program and make recommendati ons regarding whether the program should be continued
or modified in fiscal 2006 and thereafter to the Governor and the General Assembly on
or before December 15, 2005.

Adult Education

SenateBill 737 (passed) requiresM SDE to di stribute competitivegrantsfor adult
education servicesaccording to the State plan for adult education and family literacy. An
increase of $1.1 millionin fiscal 2003 funding for adult education and literacy services
is financed with the increase in the tobacco tax rate for cigarettes described under
“Bridge to Excellencein Public Schools Act” in this part of The 90 Day Report. After
fiscal 2003, funding will be as provided in the State budget. MSDE must develop and
submit the methodol ogy for determining the need and cost of adult education instruction
to the Legidative Policy Committee by September 15, 2002.

Budget Enhancement for Correctional Education
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State law requires eligible inmates to participate in either an education or
vocational training program to earn their General Education Diploma (G.E.D.) or high
school diploma. Eligibleinmates must participatein either the education program for at
least 120 days or avocational training program.

A lack of teachers has generated waiting lists of inmateswho are eligible for the
mandatory education or vocational training program. The Maryland State Department
of Education (MSDE) recently noted that although 13,300 inmates are eligible for the
program, only about 4,400, or 33.1 percent, are served each day by the program. MSDE
also noted that aFebruary 1, 2002, study found approximately 1,800 inmates on waiting
lists to enter the programs.

To reduce these waiting lists and to open a school at the new North Branch
Correctional Facility in Cumberland, Maryland, the budget includes $680,165 for 30.5
new positions. M SDE noted that 21.5 positionswould be used to reduce thewaiting lists
by 50 percent. The remaining nine positions would be used to staff the school at the
North Branch Correctiona Facility. The funding assumes a six-month start-up period
will be needed to fill these positions.

Education Initiatives

To address the critical need for additional and better prepared school-based
leadersinthe public schools, HouseBill 7 (passed) establishesaPrincipa Training Pilot
Program for three years, beginning July 1, 2002. A public school, agroup of schools, a
local board of education, or agroup of local boards may apply for a State incentive grant
under the pilot program by submitting a principal training program plan to the State
Board of Education. An application must include a description of the plan and alisting
of the expenses associated with the plan. A plan must provide at least 40 hours of
training. The State board approves or disapproves applications and awards incentive
funding, which may not exceed $1,500 per principal. Each $1,500 received by an
applicant must be matched with $500 from local, federal, or private sources. Under the
bill, 100 principals may be selected for the program. Each local superintendent of
schools must choose three principals for participation in the program. Then, the State
Superintendent of Schools must select an additional 28 principals, giving the highest
priority to principal sworkingin school sthat have been placed under local reconstitution.
The State board must report on the effectiveness of the program by June 30, 2004.

House Bill 1370 (passed) expands the Maryland Educational Opportunity
Summer Pilot Programto apply statewideif additional federal funding becomesavailable
for thepil ot program and extendsthe termination provisionsfor the pil ot program to June
30, 2007. The program authorizes local boards of education to develop proposals that
use existing faculty to provide educational services to studentsin kindergarten through
grade 12 during the summer months.

Studentswith Disabilities
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Transfer of Rights at Age of Majority: Senate Bill 83 (passed) allows a child
with disabilities who has not been adjudged incompetent and is at least 18 years old to
obtain specified parental rightsunder thefederal Individualswith Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) if the child s parent or guardian is unknown or unavailable, or isunwilling
or unable to make educational decisions for the child. The IDEA rights that would
transfer to the child are the right to participate in educational decisions and the right to
obtain or make changesto educational services. An €ligible child whose parents do not
consent to atransfer of these rights may file for an administrative hearing to determine
if the rights should be transferred.

Educational Technology - Equivalent Access: SenateBill 226 (passed) requires
the State Superintendent of Schools and the Secretary of Business and Economic
Development to jointly ensure that grant and procurement contract specifications for
technology-based instructional products require equivalent access for students with
disabilities and that vendors are given notice of the requirement. The State and local
school systems must select products that provide the greatest access. An exemption is
availableto obtain a product that does not meet equivalent access standardsif a product
that meets the standards is not available or if obtaining a product that meets standards
would result in an undue burden.

Nonpublic Placement: HouseBill 1221 (passed) makesadisabled childeligible
for anonpublic educational placement if the child cannot attend a public school in the
local school system due to the child's home circumstances or because of medical
necessity. The State and local school system arerequired to pay the cost for wraparound
services for a child who qualifies for a nonpublic educational program if the child’s
parent or local guardian is unable to provide those services. State and local payments
under this provision are not required if the child iseligible for funding under the out-of -
state placement program or if alternativefederal, State, or local fundingisavailable. The
bill statesthat it isthe intent of the General Assembly that the Governor include at |east
$250,000 in the fiscal 2003 State budget to fund the bill’ s provisions.

The costsfor special education students placed in nonpublic programs are shared
by the State and local governments. The counties are responsible for the local share of
the basi c costs of educating anon-disabled child plus 200 percent of the basic costs. Any
costs above this base amount are shared between the State and local school systems on
an 80 percent State/20 percent local basis.
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Task Forceto Study Student Behavior |nterventions

House Bill 569 (passed) requiresthe State Superintendent of Schoolsto appoint
a task force to propose regulations to the State board regarding student behavior
intervention practices. Advocates maintain that thelack of specific, comprehensive, and
consistent policies and procedures throughout the State to govern student behavior
intervention practicesin the schools—including the use of restraint, seclusion, time-out,
and other disciplinary measures —isamajor deficiency in the current State policy. The
task force must include representatives from MSDE, local school systems, advocacy
communities, and nonpublic special educationfacilities, andindividual swith knowledge
of and expertise in positive behavioral interventions. MSDE must submit proposed
regulations to the State Board of Education on or before December 31, 2002. Local
school systems, State operated programs, and nonpublic schools must develop policies
and procedures in compliance with the regulations adopted by MSDE. The State
Superintendent must consult with representatives of institutions of higher education and
the Professional Standardsand Teacher Education Board to ensurethat sufficient training
in positive behavior interventionsis available to persons entering the field of education.

Higher Education

College Readiness for Disadvantaged and Capable Students

In 1998, the Southern Education Foundation (SEF) issued Milesto Go, A Report
on Black Sudents and Postsecondary Education in the South, which is an analysis of
minority opportunities in public higher education in the 19 states, including Maryland,
that at onetime operated segregated systemsof higher education. Subsequently, the SEF
Maryland Leadership group issued Miles to Go: Maryland, the first state-specific
publication responding to theinitial SEF document. Milesto Go: Maryland suggested
that the State has made stridestowards equity but that additional progressisneeded. The
report provided the impetus for the General Assembly to establish the Task Force to
Study College Readiness for Disadvantaged and Capable Students during the 2000
legislative session (Chapter 664). The task force concluded its work in December 2001
with afinal report and recommendations for legislation that were included in Senate
Bill 453/House Bill 661 (both passed).

The major elements of Senate Bill 453/House Bill 661 are as follows:

. The bills establish the College Readiness Outreach Program. This program is
designed to encourage high school students to go to college by providing
one-to-one mentoring and by prequalifying ninth and tenth grade students for
Guaranteed AccessGrants. Funding for the programisasprovided in the budget.
The program begins in fiscal 2004 and is phased in over five years. The
Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) is required to implement a
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pilot program in fiscal 2004, to the extent funds are available, in Allegany, Princ
George's, and Wicomico counties and Baltimore City.

. Thebillsalso codify theexisting Graduate and Professional Scholarship Program,
which provides scholarships to students in graduate or professional programs.

. The bills change the name of the State Scholarship Administration to the Office
of Student Financial Assistance. The new name better reflects the range of
student financial assistance provided by the State.

. The bills require MSDE to distribute grants to One Maryland counties in fiscal
2003 and 2004 for the administration of the PSAT to tenth grade students. The
rest of the counties will receive grants beginning in fiscal 2005.

. The bills provide that the K-16 Leadership Council (which was recently
formalized through a Memorandum of Understanding) will plan for the
establishment of a K-16 Research and Development Institute and a Maryland
Clearinghouse for Educational Statistics.

. The bills declare the intent of the General Assembly that MSDE develop a
certificate for middle school teachers.

Higher Education Officefor Civil Rights Enhancements

The Fiscal 2003 Budget includes $3.4 million in enhancement funding in the
Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC) for the four public historically black
ingtitutions (HBIs) pursuant to the State's Partnership Agreement with the U.S.
Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR). The agreement includes
commitmentsto maketheHBIscomparableand competitivewith the State’ straditionally
whiteinstitutionsin all facets of their operations and programs. Intended uses of future
enhancement appropriations include paying debt service on a projected $75 million in
capital projectsat thefour HBIs. The budget bill also expressestheintent of the General
Assembly that the Governor increase the OCR enhancement appropriation in fiscal 2004
to reflect the partial deferral of enhancement fundsin fiscal 2003. The budget bill also
requires MHEC to report to the budget committees its spending plan for $3 million of
these funds prior to expenditure and directs $400,000 of the enhancement funding to
support the purchase of personal computers for low-income students at Morgan State
University. The budget bill aso includes $1.2 million in information technology
funding in the Department of Budget and Management to support the same activity for
the three HBIs within the University System of Maryland (USM).

In addition, Access and Success funding in MHEC for the four HBIs increases
by $1.5 million. These funds support student retention activities. The increase in this
program fulfills one of the commitments of the agreement. The General Assembly aso
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directs the USM Board of Regents to provide an increase in general funds to its three
HBIs that is proportional to the average increase provided to the other four-year
institutions for fiscal 2003.

Scholar ships and Financial Aid Programs

The total fiscal 2003 appropriation for State financia aid is $83.3 million, an
increase of $1.4 million or 1.7 percent. Of the total, 49.6 percent is for need-based
financia aid ($41.1 million) and 25.7 percent is for the HOPE Scholarships Program
($21.4 million). The balance of 24.7 percent includes several workforce shortage and
merit-based financial aid programs. Need-based financial aid increases0.7 percent over
fiscal 2002. The HOPE Scholarships Program increases $2.6 million or 13.9 percent
over the $18.8 million expended in fiscal 2002 ($2 million in HOPE funds were
restricted for fiscal 2002). In addition, $1 million of the HOPE appropriation is
earmarked for need-based scholarship programsfor fiscal 2003. Countingthis$1 million
restriction, the HOPE Scholarships Program increases by 8.5 percent while need-based
aid increases by 3.2 percent.

Eligibility for the Edward T. Conroy Memorial Scholarship Program

Approximately 3,021 peopledied inthe September 11 terrorist attacks, including
49 Maryland residents. In November 2001, the Governor established by executive order
the Maryland Survivors Scholarship Fund to help raise private money to provide
scholarships to the children of Maryland residents who died in the terrorist attacks. In
addition, Senate Bill 237/House Bill 300 (both passed) expand the €eligibility of the
Edward T. Conroy Memoria Scholarship Programto allow thechild or surviving spouse
of avictim of the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks to receive an award under the
program. The child of avictim must be at least 16 years old to receive an award. The
bills require the State Scholarship Administration to take into account other survivor
scholarships that a student may receive when determining the amount of a scholarship
under the provisionsof thebills. (For example, the maximum scholarship for tuition and
fees under the Conroy program is currently $5,341. If a student receives a $2,000
scholarship from another source based on the student’s status as a child of avictim of
terrorism, the student would be eligible to receive a Conroy scholarship for $3,341.)

Developmental Disabilitiesand Mental Health Tuition Assistance Program

Senate Bill 174 (passed) allows a recipient of assistance under the
Developmental Disabilities and Mental Health Tuition Assistance Program to take
courses in summer sessions to meet the required minimum of 12 credit hours for each
academic year. Inaddition, the bill allows assistance recipientsto satisfy the program’ s
employment obligation by working in afor-profit community program licensed by the
Developmental Disabilities Administration or approved by the Mental Hygiene
Administration.
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Effective October 1, 2003, the bill also expands the employment opportunities
available to fulfill the employment obligation under the program to allow students to
work in community programs that serve children in the custody of alocal department of
socia services or the Department of Juvenile Justice.

Eligibility for Student Financial Assistance

House Bill 399 (passed) allows students to hold any State scholarship or grant
with any other State scholarship or grant aslong as eligibility requirements are met for
all State scholarships and grants and the maximum amount received does not exceed the
tuition, fees, room and board charged at a public four-year institution.

Thebill aso changesthe maximum annual award for Guaranteed Access Grants,
Delegate Scholarships, Edward T. Conroy Memoria Scholarships, tuition
reimbursements for firefighters and ambulance and rescue squad workers, and Sharon
Christa McAuliffe Memorial Teacher Education Awards. Annua awards under these
programs may not exceed the equivalent annual expenses or the mandatory tuition and
fees of a full-time resident undergraduate at the University System of Maryland
ingtitution, excluding the University of Maryland University College and the University
of Maryland, Baltimore, with the highest annual expenses. In addition, theeligibility for
the Conroy Scholarship Program is expanded to include veterans who suffered a
service-related disability of 25 percent or greater and have exhausted their federal
educational benefits.

Finally, the bill allows an individual who currently holds multiple State
scholarship and grant awardsin excess of thelimitsestablished inthebill to maintain the
awards aslong astheindividual continuesto meet the eligibility criteriafor the awards.

Eligibility for the Maryland Teaching Scholar ship Program

Senate Bill 734/House Bill 1172 (both passed) allow a part-time undergraduate
student to receive or renew ascholarship award from the Maryland Teacher Scholarship
Program. Annual awards for part-time undergraduate students are $2,000 for students
attending two-year institutions of higher education and $2,500 for students attending
four-year institutions of higher education. For example, ateaching assi stant who wishes
to continue to work and go back to school part-time, either to a two-year or four-year
institution of higher education, could completetheir undergraduate or graduate education
leading to aMaryland professional teacher’ s certificate.

Establishment of New Academic Programs

Inresponseto thework of the Task Forceto Study the Governance, Coordination,
and Funding of the University System of Maryland, the General Assembly passed
legislationin 1999 (Chapter 515) that required additional higher education funding and
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defined moreclearly therolesand responsibilitiesof MHEC, the USM Board of Regents,
and USM member institutions. With respect to program approva and elimination, the
task force found that “the duplication of new program review is unnecessary, overly
bureaucratic, andinhibitsinstitutionsfrom responding to the needs of citizens.” Thetask
force legidation, therefore, included new procedures that USM ingtitutions were to
follow in establishing new programs and abolishing existing programs. The new
procedures included a termination date of June 30, 2002, and required MHEC to report
on the effectiveness of the procedures by January 2002. Inits report, MHEC noted that
there is no mechanism for MHEC or the State to receive assurance that the programs
approved under the accel erated process are being impl emented within existing resources
or that the programs are of acertain quality. In addition, since Chapter 515 of 1999 was
enacted, MHEC has identified 168 low-productivity programs for closer review. Of
these programs, 31 were recommended for discontinuance, 108 for exemption, and 29
for further study. However, USM governing boards have not reported the current status
of the programs to MHEC.

Senate Bill 85/House Bill 731 (both passed) extend the termination date on the
program approval processto June 30, 2004, and makes somemodificationsto the process
to recognize the concernsidentified in MHEC’ s January 2002 report. The billsrequire
USM governing boards and the USM Board of Regents to ensure that proposed new
programs meet criteriafor quality developed in consultation with MHEC. In addition,
the ability of institutions to implement new programs with existing resources must be
verified by a process established in consultation with MHEC. The bills also require
presidents of USM institutions to respond in writing within 60 daysif they are notified
by MHEC that programs at their institutions are inconsistent with the State Plan for
Higher Education or arelow productivity programs. Presidents’ responses must include
either: (1) an action plan for abolishing or modifying the program; or (2) ajustification
for the continuation of the program. MHEC must submit areport on the procedures for
establishing or abolishing programs by January 1, 2004.

Senate Bill 622 (passed) allows an institution of higher education to establish a
graduate professional certificate program that satisfies the requirements beyond the
baccalaureate level for licensure or certification in a profession or occupation. An
institution may offer a professional certificate program if it offers a degree program
directly related to the area of licensure or certification. The president of an institution
that intendsto offer agraduate professional certificate program must notify thegoverning
board of the institution and MHEC, and the program must be approved by MHEC. The
bill is contingent on the enactment of Senate Bill 85/House Bill 731.

Private Donation I ncentive Program

The Private Donation Incentive Program was re-established by Chapter 515 of
1999, which implemented the recommendations of the Larson Task Force regarding the
coordination, governance, and funding of the University System of Maryland. The
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program provides State matches for private donations made to the public institutions of
higher education. House Bill 93 (passed) increases the maximum State match for the
University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) to $1.25 million. The increase
reflects the Carnegie classification of UMBC as atop tier research institution, the same
status as the University of Maryland, College Park and the University of Maryland,
Baltimore, both of which are eligible to receive State matches of up to $1.25 million
under the program.

HouseBill 965 (passed) authorizes M organ State University (M SU) to establish
adistinguished scholar position known asthe Clarence W. Blount Chair of Public Policy
and Urban Poalitics and to fund the position with State matches received through the
Private Donation Incentive Program. The President of M SU may appoint apersontofill
the position for aterm of up to two years. A person appointed to the position will teach,
conduct research, and perform community servicein public policy and urban politicsand
will receive a salary of $100,000 per year. Other employment contract terms and
conditions may be established by the President of MSU.

Community Colleges

Chapter 601 of 1998 established the Innovative Partnerships for Technology
Program. The purpose of the program was to enhance the technology available in
community colleges and to leverage private support for community collegesthrough the
use of State matches for technology donations made in fiscal 1998 to 2002. House
Bill 1237 (passed) restarts the program beginning in fiscal 2003. Technology donations
made to community colleges during fiscal 2003 and 2004 must be matched by the State,
up to a maximum State match of $150,000 per college. Colleges that earn the entire
State match fromfiscal 2003 and 2004 donationsareeligiblefor additional State matches
of up to $150,000 for technol ogy donations madein fiscal 2005 and 2006. State matches
are paid in the second fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the donations were
received. To determinewhat donationsareeligiblefor aState match, private technology
donations are compared to the donations each institution received in fiscal 2002. To be
eligible, donations must be from new donors or represent increases over the amounts
given by donorsin fiscal 2002. Donations may bein the form of technology equipment
or monetary contributions that are specifically designated for technology.

Funding enhancementswereal so approved for Allegany Collegeof Maryland and
Garrett Community College. Senate Bill 310/House Bill 179 (both passed) provide
additional unrestricted State grants to Allegany College of Maryland and Garrett
Community Collegefromfiscal 2003t0 2005. Theadditional grant for Allegany College
of Maryland is $360,000, and the additional grant for Garrett Community College is
$240,000.



	Education – Primary and Secondary
	Higher Education

